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TWELFTH CONSORTIUM BOARD MEETING  
Minutes 
 June 14-15, 2013 
Agropolis International, Montpellier, France 
 
 
Chair: Carlos Pérez del Castillo, Consortium Board (CB) Chair. 
  
Present:  Carl Hausmann (Vice-Chair), Mohamed Ait Kadi, Ganesan Balachander, Gebisa Ejeta, 
Marion Guillou, Lynn Haight, Martin Kropff and Agnes Mwang'ombe as CB members; Shenggen Fan 
(observer, Centers’ representative), Alan Tollervey (observer, Fund Council’s representative), Frank 
Rijsberman (CEO, Ex-Officio CB member), Luis A. Solórzano (Director of Staff), Anne-Marie Izac (Chief 
Science Officer), Gerard O'Donoghue (Director, Finance and Corporate Sevices), Piers Bocock 
(Director KM & Communication), Enrica Porcari (Head of Shared Services), Moses Muchiri (Legal 
Officer), and Daniela Alfaro (Board Secretary). 
 
1. Welcome and opening remarks  
 
The CB Chair opened the meeting by welcoming Marion Guillou, Martin Kropff and Shenggen Fan to 
their first face-to-face CB meeting. He then stressed the fact that, although CGIAR Governance 
Review and CRP Second Call were discussed in depth at the joint meeting the day before and hence, 
the discussion of these two important subjects was already advanced, the agenda for the next two 
days is still significant, containing nineteen items, so time must be utilized wisely. On this respect, 
the CB must focus its full attention on the CGIAR Governance Review undertaken through 
consultants from PwC and the Meridian Institute. The Chair encouraged the Governance Review 
team to deepen their work with further engagement from donors. 
 
The Chair expressed that during the meeting, he will share with the Board the lessons learned from 
the recent FC9 meeting held in New Delhi last April. The FC representative, Allan Tollervey, will have 
an opportunity to communicate his opinion on the last FC meeting at the session allotted to this 
important subject on the agenda. The Chair considered that the CB should internally discuss the best 
way to re-establish the dialogue with the FC as a crucial step to continue with the CGIAR Reform. 
 
Given that the CB is in the process of electing new members to join the Board as of January 1, 2014, 
the Chair pointed out that the Vice- Chair will introduce and frame the discussion with the Board in a 
closed session.  
 
Decision: As no further items were added, the agenda stands approved.   
 
2. Report on Consortium activities 
 
The CEO reminded the Board that the Consortium Office (CO) progress report was circulated prior to 
the meeting to avoid its presentation during this session, and hence, focus only on updates.  
 
At the CB10 meeting, the CB endorsed the CO’s performance indicators and its three-year goals, 
requesting the CEO to develop a scorecard displaying annual targets based on outcomes. As this is 
now included in the CO progress report, the CEO requested the CB to give feedback on the scorecard 
to ensure its alignment with the CB’s vision on this matter. 
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The Board observed that, given the small size of the CO, the Consortium needs to set priorities, 
improve communications with Centers and FC, as well as define targets on Resource Mobilization 
(RM).  
 
On RM, the two key indicators proposed as outcomes for the CO’s work in RM are the increase in the 
overall resources (10%/year) and a growing percentage through Window 1 & 2 that would show the 
Donors’ confidence in the research portfolio. It is recognized that these are outcomes that are not 
completely under CO control, but the CO has a key contribution to these outcomes. 
 
On the matter of improving communications with Centers, the CEO reported on his meeting with 
DGs held in Beijing last week, where two main points were discussed and agreed upon: 
(i) Internal Communications: the CEO has agreed to copy DGs when he writes to CRP leaders.  
(ii) Representation of the Centers: upon DGs’ request, it was agreed that the CEO/CO should 
play a more active role to represent, facilitate, coordinate and convene the Centers.    
Centers also shared their impression of the CO going at too swift a pace, and their fears of CO 
“empire building”.  
The CEO explained that, even though the first feeling was duly noted, the CO felt the Donors’ 
pressure to deliver on key issues, such as improving the CRP portfolio and communications. The CB 
pointed out that, while internal communication with Centers needs improvement to prevent a sense 
of being overwhelmed with requests and decisions, Donors expect to see a change. The CEO agreed 
and confirmed that, as discussed in Beijing, centers will be consulted on the development of the 
CO’s work plan (as was done in 2012 for the 2013 work plan) and the CO will make an effort to 
coordinate better among its own staff to schedule requests of the centers.   
On the “empire building” feeling, the CEO clarified that the hired staff was filling vacancies and the 
CO is not expanding beyond what was planned. CO proposals on gender, capacity building or data 
management are not intended as projects to be implemented by the CO, but by the CRPs and 
Centers. The CO’s small team intends to coordinate and lead operations to be implemented by the 
Centers/CRPs. The CB observed that while the Office should not be growing beyond reasonable 
limits, it was necessary to assemble a team capable of delivering under high expectations (i.e. some 
growth is reasonable).  
The CB expressed its unanimous satisfaction on the amount of work achieved over the past year, it 
was noted that the CB does not think the pace set by the CO is too swift, and conveyed its support to 
the CEO and CO team.  
Subsequently, the CB queried the CEO on the following aspects of the Report: 
Identification of the CEO’s top five risks. According to the CEO, they are:   
1) Delivery of an improved CRP portfolio; ranked first, as Donors expect the Consortium to 
demonstrate progress, clear outcomes and value for money; 
2) CO performance; 
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3) Strong and effective partnerships, as they are indispensable to move from outputs to 
development outcomes; there is a gap between CGIAR and stakeholders’ perceptions of how CGIAR 
is working on partnerships that needs to be addressed; 
 4) CGIAR Governance; clearly a key risk as demonstrated by the IITA affair and the subsequent fall-
out, including the ongoing governance reviews; 
5) Relationship between the CB and the FC, with a clear definition of their respective roles and 
responsibilities, as witnessed by FC9 events. 
Internal Audit Unit (IAU). The Board was updated on the recent independent review of the IAU 
carried out during the first quarter of 2013. The review found that the current IAU has a 
fundamentally sound framework. However the report also noted that the CB is not adequately 
served by the IAU with regard to its fiduciary responsibilities over Window 1 & 2 funds and the 
performance of the CRP’s.  
The review also stated that consideration should be given to replacing the current share system 
(equal contributions for all members, regardless of whether they employ their own internal audit 
staff or not) with a tiered contribution system. It proposes a three tier membership. 
The Audit Advisory Group (AAG) which comprises of Chairs of Center Audit Committee has endorsed 
the recommendations of the review. 
It was also noted that the current Director of the IAU (DIAU) has a contract until June 30, 2013 
issued to him by IRRI acting on behalf of the CG Internal Audit Group. It is likely that the contract of 
the DIAU will be renewed until the 31 December 2013. A decision on contract renewal for 2014 and 
beyond will be taken following the meeting of the Corporate Service Executives (center finance 
directors) in Hyderabad in late June. All 15 CGIAR centers are members of that group for 2013. 
CIMMYT have given notice that they wish to withdraw from the group from January 1, 2014. 
CRP Reporting template. Although the donors approved the CRP reporting templates in early 2012, 
several subsequently requested separate reporting nonetheless. Particularly one donor (USAID) 
insists on very detailed reporting against a very large set of indicators that are considered largely 
administrative. The current situation is far from satisfactory (neither for the centers nor for the 
donors). In January 2013 a group of donors met with the CO and CRP leaders to agree on improved 
reporting templates. The current format is now fixed for two years, awaiting the definition of better 
indicators and targets that are expected to result from the current IDO process. 
 
CGIAR partnership strategy.  Following the 2012 Stakeholder Perception Survey the CO intends to 
develop a partnership strategy. The CO has discussed establishing a CGIAR Partnership Committee, 
but given that GFAR was in essence set up to fulfil such a function – the CO will attempt to work with 
/ through GFAR first. A meeting with GFAR is scheduled for July 3 (after the day with FAO on July 2) 
in which Juan Lucas Restrepo (the new GFAR chair) will participate. 
 
Presence on the international landscape. The CGIAR needs to be more actively engaged and present 
in international processes relevant to its mission such as the development of the new Sustainable 
Development Goals. The CEO agrees that the reform has focused much of the Consortium energy 
internally and needs to refocus externally. Of course the CO staff is too small to participate in all 
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such events and the Centers / CRPs will also need to play a role representing the CGIAR (and not only 
their center). 
S. Fan conveyed that while the centers are keen on preserving their own brand, Centers are, de 
facto, promoting CGIAR actively through their co-branding as “member of CGIAR Consortium”. 
Gender. The CEO depicted a mixed situation as the level of resources allocated to Gender in CRPs is 
increasing considerably, percentagewise, but against a very low base. The Consortium´s proposal to 
accelerate this strategy was not approved by the FC, even though its members insisted that Gender 
research mainstreaming needs to be developed at a faster pace. R. Bertram, USAID FC 
representative, presented an initiative to support CGIAR Gender Strategy at the Joint meeting (held 
on June 13) seeking to obtain an increase in Donors’ funding for Gender. 
Financial Statements. The CB requested the CO to provide a quarterly report on CO expenditures as 
well as an update / progress report on the implementation of its work plan. 
The CEO noted that the CO has made a major effort in 2013 to accelerate all its key reporting, with 
an overall target completion date of May 31. The 2012 CRP Portfolio Report, the 2012 CRP Annual 
Reports and the 2012 CGIAR Financial Report are all completed in draft and made available to the CB 
as part of the meeting materials. The 2012 CGIAR Annual report (a substantive annual report 
developed for the first time since the reform as a joint effort of CO and FO) is largely ready and 
expected to be completed in July. The CGIAR Intellectual Assets (IA) report will be elaborated for the 
first time and will be ready in draft by August. The reporting will be facilitated by the One Corporate 
System (OCS) and should in future enable all reporting to be available by the end of April (target for 
2014 will be to have 2013 reports ready by May 15). 
 
Decision: The CB adopted the CO Report and the Scorecard proposed.  Following the CB‘s request 
of having quarterly summary reports, the first quarterly CO expenditure report will be available by 
end of June 2013. 
 
3. Phase 2 CGIAR Governance Review 
The CB Chair welcomed the Governance Review team1 to the CB Meeting, indicating the Board’s 
high expectations from this review, anticipated to improve CGIAR’s governance issues.   
 
Nonetheless, the Chair indicated his disappointment with the team’s intervention at the Joint 
Centers/CB meeting, held on June 13. It was felt that the questions were badly drafted and lacked 
precision, leading to ambiguities in the responses. As such, he questioned the relevance and 
usefulness of this survey for the purpose of the Governance review. However, he emphasized the 
importance of this Governance review considering the diverse views expressed at the last FC 
Meeting, on the roles and functions of different CGIAR System entities. The CB Chair suggested the 
Governance Review Reference Committee (GRRC) needs to closely monitor this last phase and guide 
the team towards the objectives expected by the Consortium, particularly the need to clearly define 
the Governance relation between the Consortium and the FC. 
                                                          
1
 Timothy Mealey- Senior Partner, Meridian Institute, Jean-Pierre Garitte- Partner, PwC, Josephine Pallandt- 
Senior Manager, PwC, Anisha Bassant- Consultant, PwC 
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J. Pallandt (PwC) thanked the Board for trusting PwC to undertake this key Governance Review and 
confirmed its commitment to succeed. She stated that the governance review team had completed 
40% of the work, including high-level analysis of documents, and 80% of interviews.  Phase 2 of the 
review started seven weeks ago and seven weeks are also left to complete it. 
 
PwC’s representative highlighted that: 
 Extensive components of Phase 1 will be covered in Phase 2. 
 The review team had taken its time to work with the CO legal team and others to ensure 
appropriate background information and to avoid duplication of activities. 
 In terms of current activities, in the consultation phase, PwC organized face-to-face 
meetings in Montpellier.  
 PwC’s presence in Montpellier created some confusion as it was erroneously expected that 
PwC would share some of its findings.  
 
Still, further reference to documents, extensive exchanges with GRRC and further interviews will 
shape the review team’s position.  
 
Jean-Pierre Garitte (PwC) clarified the objectives of their participation at the Joint DG/BC meeting, 
indicating that the purpose of the survey was not to raise questions but to make statements and 
some of them were deliberately provoking. For PwC, the most important part of the survey was to 
study the reactions to some of the statements, understand the Centers’ frustration and note the 
comments received (i.e. on issues such as Fiduciary responsibility, Window 3 funding, bilateral funds, 
and rights and responsibilities of Centers). The team now has the Centers’ feedback on their 
understanding of key principles set out within the framework of the contractual agreements.  PwC 
will have substantial discussion on these issues and will report to the GRRC.  
 
The review team referred to a CO’s document on “Main responsibilities of the Consortium Board” 
(based on the Consortium Constitution), dated December 2012. CB’s responsibilities should be 
discussed with Board members, thus giving the reviewers a better understanding on the CB’s 
perception of its own responsibilities and helping them identify the primary gaps in meeting them.  
The review team and the CB referred to the following issues in the ensuing discussion:   
 CB’s role and responsibility in areas such as the Strategy and Results Framework (SRF). It was 
noted that while the CB represents the Consortium and is responsible for high-level strategy, 
exercising oversight and governance, the role of implementing the strategy and management 
lies with the CO.  This is not a distinction to be overlooked. 
 CB’s function in its committees (i.e. Member Interests Committee-MIC-), engages the CB in more 
managerial issues. The CB’s “dual role” needs to be clarified with regard to its own part and the 
one the CO must play. 
 Referring to the 11 responsibilities of the Board stated in the document, the CB indicated that 
they are programmatic responsibilities, differentiating the Consortium from other organizations, 
but they need to be clarified. Does the Board need to have more scientific expertise, or an 
advisory scientific body? What is the role of CO’s scientists’ expertise? 
  While the Constitution (formally approved by the CB and Centers) might have a certain number 
of ambiguities, the Joint Agreement has updated the specifications on the different 
responsibilities. The roles of a Center Board and this CB were compared. It was noted that the 
organizations are different in nature, some requiring more involvement from their Board 
 The partnership between the FC and the CB was referred to and the importance of interaction 
between these two bodies was considered to be a key element to ensure that the overall 
triangle, FC, CB/CO and Centers, functions correctly. 
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 The question of fundraising outside the FC is an issue that requires clarification with both the FC 
and Centers. 
 In order to establish a more specific terminology for common reference, fiduciary responsibility in 
broad terms should be clearly defined.  
 Certain Donors have indicated that due to internal governmental procedures,  there are funds 
that can  only be contributed to the system via certain channels (i.e. via Window 3) 
 From the Donors’ point of view, the Consortium needs to understand that agencies are 
accountable to their own parliaments.  
 Being a diverse organization, it is difficult for the FC to speak with one voice.   
 
The Chair thanked the group for the interesting discussions and indicated that a number of 
important remarks already raised need to be addressed.   
The Chair also referred to the mid-2012 appointment of Frank Rijsberman as CEO, and the 
subsequent recalibration of CB and CO activities (the CB no longer being involved in management, as 
it was before). 
 
4. Report from the  Governance, Risk and Compliance Committee 
Considering the comprehensive discussion already held with Centers and the Board during the joint 
meeting the day before, the Governance Risk and Compliance Committee (GRCC) Chair, Lynn Haight, 
requested the CB endorsement of the following documents: 
   
(i) Follow-up of the 18 action areas agreed at the retreat organized on December 2012 in 
Washington D.C. (USA). These areas are detailed in the Summary Table – Responsible: 
Center/Committee.  
(ii) Follow-up on the Phase 1 Governance Review twelve recommendations virtually approved 
by the CB on March 20, 2013. 
 
It was noted that the CO prepared the 2013-2015 calendar of Center Board Meetings which 
was shared with the Board. The CB Chair proposed that CB members send their preferences 
to him with copy to the Secretary in the next two weeks. 
(iii) Three concrete GRCC Recommendations on the topics of policy adoption, Good Governance 
Check List, and financial governance and Certifications detailed in the letter addressed to CB 
Chair and CEO from GRCC, dated April 25, 2013.  
On Policy adoption, Centers requested removing the last paragraph of this section, reading 
“If only 51% and 74% agree (…)”.  Two adjustments were agreed with Centers: the last 
paragraph will be removed; and “Sufficient consensus” will be referred to in the text. 
 
On Good Governance Check List. As discussed in the GRCC, Centers asked to add the 
following introductory paragraph, to clarify the objective of the checklist:  “The purpose of 
the checklist is to provide guidelines to the Center Boards on what is considered best practice 
in the corporate and non-profit sector. These are not recommendations and are meant for 
discussion on how to improve Consortium Board governance within the new CGIAR 
Governance structure”. Furthermore, the definition of “Financial literacy of members” of the 
Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) will be retained and used in this checklist.  
 
On Financial Governance Framework & Certification. The GRCC Chair referred to the 15 
items listed in the letter, of which only two arrangements are new, namely two sets of 
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certifications. One certification for the DG and CFO, (attachment “C”), “best practice” both in 
private and international entities, certifies both for CB and Centers that the listed items have 
been considered. The second certification, (attachment “E”) has the same purpose but for 
Center Board Chairs. She indicated that the CRP Financial reporting templates had already 
been agreed upon by the Consortium Director of Finance with Centers Financial Directors. 
 
Decisions: (i) The CB endorsed the follow-up of the 18 actions areas agreed at the retreat in 
Washington D.C. and the follow-up on Phase 1 Governance Review twelve recommendations; (ii) 
The CB endorses the 3 recommendation of the GRCC on ‘Policy Adoption’, ‘Good Governance 
Checklist’, and ‘Financial Governance Framework’ and ‘Certification’, and recommend the 
adoption of the these recommendations to the Consortium Members. 
5. Lessons learned from Ninth Fund Council  
The CB Chair briefed the CB on the FC9 meeting held on April 25-26 in New Delhi, highlighting a vivid 
discussion held on the respective roles of the FC and CB, where a number of divergent views 
emerged.  It sprung from the wording of “delegated donors” and “acting on behalf of the donors” as 
stated in the CO Report of Activities. The principle of equal partnership that clearly defined 
independent functions and responsibilities of the CB and FC was reaffirmed in line with the Joint 
Agreement and Common Operational Framework (COF). 
However, at a closed session of the FC meeting (without observers’ representation), a number of 
important decisions were taken regarding best practices to be followed by all CG System entities. 
These decisions were communicated to the Consortium by a letter sent to the CB Chair three weeks 
later (May 21, 2013). 
The letter was distributed in session and the CB Chair requested members not to circulate it publicly. 
At the April meeting, the FC also rejected the proposals on Gender and Capacity Building presented 
by the Consortium. The FC considered the Consortium’s duty was to ensure all CRPs are 
implementing the Gender strategy. The FC disagreed with giving financial incentives from Window 1 
to those CRPs that are performing well. In their view, this was an "opportunistic" rather than a 
"strategic" proposal and the Consortium should use the "stick" rather than the "carrot" to ensure full 
compliance. The “stick” would be the freezing or reduction of funds for non-compliant CRPs.  
 On the capacity building proposal, the FC pointed that a full strategic plan is needed instead of an 
ad-hoc piecemeal activity (fellowships, post-docs or visiting scientist programs, etc.), that only 
partially address the problem. 
Regarding the Synchronization of the CRPs, the FC did neither accept nor reject the submitted 
proposal, arguing that the Consortium did not provide enough support. The FC asked the CO to 
consider advantages and disadvantages and present different options and their implications. 
Subsequently, the CB Chair emphasized a number of important lessons drawn from this meeting: 
- The concept of Partnerships between Consortium and FC is not clear. Hence, an explanation of 
the respective roles is needed.    
- The process the CO should follow to sign a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) and  the 
funding the CO can receive  other than through Window 1 as stated in the CGIAR Constitution 
are being misinterpreted by the FC.   
- The FC Chair’s letter proves how critical the CGIAR Governance review is in order to clarify the 
roles and responsibilities of both CB and FC bodies. 
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- The level of communication between FC and CB is inadequate. An interaction between the CB 
and the FC Chairs and/or the CEO and FC Executive Secretary before the FC Chair sending a letter 
could have prevented this situation. Because this is a matter of vital importance, all efforts will 
be convened to restore the dialogue and confidence with the FC. 
- The CB should avoid taken substantive decisions at virtual meetings.   
- The CB should refer important proposals to the CB Committees for their analysis and 
recommendation to the Board.   
- The discussion on the CRPs’ second call could be premature considering the FC’s decision to 
advance the Mid-Term Review (MTR) process and that no new CRPs should be approved until 
the completion of the MTR. 
The CEO noted a few positive outcomes from this meeting such as the approval of the re-allocation 
of W1/W2 shares on Livestock and Fish and the funding of Generation Challenge Program (GCP) to 
overcome the risk of a funding shortage from the European Union.  A very positive joint Consortium-
FC workshop on the IDOs was organized prior to the FC as part of the SRF action plan and it served as 
an opportunity to engage with donors on strategic issues. 
On the synchronization of CRP dates, the CEO explained that there is an important difference in 
perspective between the Centers and the FC. On one hand, Centers are interested in stability and 
continuity: CRPs ending in June 2014 wish to know as soon as possible whether or not there will be 
an extension. On the other hand, the FC does not wish to grant automatic renewals and finds it 
premature to provide any continuity before receiving the results of the MTR. While a six-month 
delay could be managed, an eighteen-month delay would be problematic for the CRPs.  
The CB Chair invited the FC representative to express his view on the FC9 meeting and the current 
state of the relationship between the FC and the Consortium.  
Allan Tollervey pointed out that the FC9 was disappointing for the Council as well, and highlighted 
the malfunction of the relationship between the FC and the Consortium. He reminded the Board 
that some FC members are not donors. 
A relationship between “funders and doers” or between “partners” is ambiguous and it has never 
worked well. This core issue led the FC to move ahead the MTR to achieve clarity on the status and 
roles of the FC/Consortium vis a vis each other as their status as partners seems incompatible with 
the expected accountability.  
A. Tollervey also added that the FC expects a clear process of prioritization setting within CGIAR 
agenda. A well-developed performance system is also needed for a future competitive funding 
process.  
The FC is also clarifying its own rules, working to understand its relevance when there is still a 
minority of funding going through W1/W2. 
The CB Chair closed the session by saying that the reply to the FC Chair will be shared with the CB 
the following week, before sending it to the FC.     
6. Report from Nominations and Evaluation Committee 
The CB is in the process of electing new members to join the Board as of January 1, 2014. SRI’ 
Executive Director, Seamus McGardle, was invited to inform the Board on the search process of the 
three new members. Once current CB members provide their feedback on the proposed candidates, 
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the selection process will proceed as follows: (i) Centers will rate each candidate by the established 
three-level scale (qualified, highly qualified and most qualified); (ii) The CB will put together a slate 
of three candidates for election to the three vacancies by the Centers; and (iii) Each candidate will be 
voted individually and in order to be elected, they will need a majority of 75%. If the first candidate 
does not receive the 75% majority, a new candidate will be proposed and a second round of voting 
will take place (as established in the Constitution) and so on. 
Agnes Mwang’ombe (a candidate for re-election) and the observers were requested to leave the 
room and the discussions were held in a closed session.  
The Board is also in the process to carry out a second self-evaluation which is a good practice 
adopted by the Board last year.  Once again, NACD was requested to support the self-evaluation 
process so that it will be treated confidentially. The self-evaluation questionnaire will be sent to the 
Board by end of June and should be completed within two weeks of receipt.  
Decisions: The CB agreed on the selection process of the three new members proposed by NEC, 
and the six candidates were put forward to the consideration of the Centers.  The CB approved the 
self-evaluation process for 2013 using a similar questionnaire as last year. 
7. Report from Audit and Risk Management Committee 
There have been two meetings of the Audit and Risk Committee (ARC) since the last CB meeting, 
which resulted in the following five recommendations being made to the Board by the ARC Chair: 
(i) 2012 CGIAR Finance Report 
The report is still subject to editorial changes, but the ARC recommends that the tables and figures 
be approved.  Gerry O’Donoghue emphasized the following points in the report: 
 Substantial increase in funding; 62% over the last five years, of which 21% in the last year (in a 
time of economic recession). 
 Donors increasingly using the CGIAR Fund as a modality of funding. In 2013 $284 million was 
funded through window 1&2 and $78 million through window 3. Bilateral funding, whilst it 
remains a very important element at just over than half a billion, it has remained static. Donor 
commitment can also be seen in the increasing number of multi-year commitments (Department 
of International Development –DFID-, Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation – BMGF-, the 
Government of The Netherlands).  
 80% of all funding is now channeled through CRPs.  
 Personnel costs have decreased from a historical average of 50% to 37%, whilst partnerships 
have gone up from 4% to 17%, indicating a change in business practice. 
Board members and observers raised the following queries/issues: 
 Indirect Cost Ratio has been reduced on average from 16% to 15%; this is partly explained by 
the growth in the system, but there is a variation in individual centers not attributable to 
size; it may be due to different methodologies of cost allocation. 
 System costs have been reduced from 3% to less than 2%.  This is partly due to the growing 
cost base, but in absolute terms, they have decreased from the Secretariat’s $19million costs 
to total costs of $14million, while achieving greater output. 
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 Shenggen Fan pointed out that all Donors should be properly identified in the CGIAR Finance 
Report, informing by which window/source (W1, W2, W3 or bilaterally) their funding are 
channelled to the CGIAR. 
 Lynn Haight proposed that more time be given to finance matters at the next meeting, and 
that a formal presentation be made summarizing highlights and major issues in the Finance 
Report to enable the Board to digest the information more easily.  A new session of one 
hour for finance was added on Saturday morning where the Director of Finance 
complemented the Board’s 2012 finance highlights presented the day before. 
Decision: The Board adopted the Financial Report subject to editorial improvements 
(ii) Audited Consortium Office Financial Statements 
The ARC had an “in camera” meeting with Rod Schubelin (PwC Audit Partner) who confirmed that he 
had no concerns about management and did not see the need to issue a Management Letter.  PwC 
also reviewed the disbursements and confirmed them as timely and accurate.  It was noted that the 
Financial Statements should refer to the CO and Board, and not to “The Consortium”, which 
encompasses the larger organization. 
Decision: The Board approved the Audited CO Financial Statements. 
(iii) CRP 2013 Financial Plan revision 
The 2013 Financing Plan was approved at the level of total funding of $957 million. This comprised 
proposed Window 1 allocation of $237 million including $15 million of system costs, Window of 
$130 million and W3 - bilateral funding of $590 million. The approved plan assumed that CRPs 
carried forward an amount of $53 million of unspent funding from 2012. The revised plan takes into 
account actual 2012 unspent funding of $69 million as opposed to the estimates used in the original 
approved plan. In addition the “90% guarantee” numbers have also been revised in some cases. As 
the 90% was based on 2012 expenditures, for CRPs that now report an increased expenditure, the 
90% increases as well. For those that report a lower figure the guarantee would, in principle, be 
reduced. However, the principle used by the CO has been to recognize the highest of the previous 
and revised 90% guarantees (i.e. not to reduce any guarantees from the February version of the 
plan). The total impact to the guarantee is to increase it by $12 million. The revised plan is now 
proposed at a level of $977 million. 
Decision: The Board approved the revised CRP 2013 Financial Plan. 
(iv) Financial Guideline 5 :  Cost Allocation 
This is one of the six mandatory guidelines that are part of the Common Operational Framework 
(COF). The aim of this guideline is to ensure that the cost of all research activities is fully considered. 
This update gives more clarity and should ensure greater consistency and comparability between 
Centers; its major innovation is the required use of timesheets. 
Ensuring that activities are fully budgeted has become essential with the reduction of unrestricted 
funding.  Many donors limit the amount of overhead that they will reimburse; the CO is negotiating 
with BMGF to allow research support costs. 
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Some Centers are very resistant to the implementation of timesheets, but the Board agreed that 
these are essential for proper costing of research activities. 
The CO is also updating Financial Guidelines (FG) 2 to fully comply with International Financial 
Reporting Standards (IFRS), and developing common Investment and Reserves policies.   
Decision: The Board approved the revised FG5 to be submitted to the FC. 
(v) Signatories for CO’s Bank Account 
Since the Hosting Agreement has been signed, the CO has been successful in opening a bank account 
in France, and will now be able to manage its own non-payroll transactions.  A signatory list was 
presented for approval. 
Decision:  The Board approved the signatory list for CO’s Bank Account. 
The following matters were also discussed during this section: 
 Follow up from PwC Governance recommendations:  Gerry O’Donoghue will develop a 
Consortium-wide “whistle blowing” policy at the June Corporative Service Executive (CSE) 
meeting, or adopt the best Center one.  The annual conflict of interest waivers and listings of 
restricted entities is also in the work agenda. 
 Peer-review went well, with all Centers having clean audit reports and being in compliance with 
FG2 and Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP). 
 Gerry O’Donoghue gave an update on CO’s expenditure to date, and confirmed that although 
there were two major out-of-plan consultancies that would have to be covered (Gender and 
Phase 2 of PwC governance), he expected to achieve the budget spending of $7.1m. 
 The ARC work plan was adopted; detailed work plan available from Gerry if required. 
The Board discussed with Gerry O’Donoghue any concerns he might have regarding the financial 
health or stability of any Center. 
 
8. Implementation Guidelines for the CGIAR IA principles on the management of IA 
 
The Implementation Guidelines of the CGIAR Intellectual Asset (IA) Principles were developed to 
facilitate the understanding of the CGIAR IA Principles adopted by the Consortium and the Fund 
Council last year in March. During the negotiations of the CGIAR IA Principles last year, it was 
specifically agreed that Implementation Guidelines would be subsequently developed by the CGIAR 
Consortium. These do not need to be approved by the Fund Council.  
  
The document submitted for approval was developed by a working group (made up of the CO Legal 
Counsel and representatives from the centers: Bioversity, CIAT, CIMMYT, ICRISAT, IRRI) and it takes 
into account comments received from the Consortium Legal/IP Network, Centers, the FC Intellectual 
Property Group, the Treaty Secretariat and GFAR.  
  
Decision: The CB approved the Implementation Guidelines of the CGIAR IA Principles. Any change 
in the implementation guidelines should be discussed and approved by the CB. That means that 
item (b) of the annotated agenda (“The CB is requested to endorse that updates or revisions of 
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these guidelines do not require CB’s approval and the CEO’s approval would be sufficient”) was not 
approved by the Board. 
 
9. Report from the Science, Programs and Partnerships  Committee (SPPC) 
 
The CB Chair invited the SPPC Chair, Ganesan Balachander, to report to the Board about the 
discussion held at its June 12 meeting.  
 
The SPPC Chair started reminding that, since December 2012, 8 MoUs (African Union, FAO, China 
NNSF, CIRAD, IRD, CRSIO, Agropolis Foundation and Agreenium) and one Letter of Intention (INRA) 
have been signed by the CO. The aim is to identify areas for strategic collaborations at the corporate 
level in agreement with the new strategy (SLOs) of the corresponding International Agencies. This 
process started due to a request from these partners to have a unique broad framework of 
collaboration with CGIAR instead of multiple MoUs with different Centres. For each MoU, the CO has 
previously negotiated in collaboration with the interested CRPs, in order to sign on their behalf. 
 
Meetings are also currently planned between 6 CRPs and FAO on July 2, 2013, and between CG and 
EMBRAPA by the end 2013. A meeting is scheduled on June 19, 2013 between the CG researchers 
attending the CRP workshops and French Institutions (Agropolis Foundation, CIRAD, INRA, and IRD in 
Montpellier) 
 
As part of the work on Partnerships, the CO commissioned GlobeScan to conduct an independent 
survey of the perceptions of CGIAR Stakeholders.  The process was led by Daniela Alfaro. The full 
report of the survey was presented in June 2013 and is now available on the CG website 
(www.cgiar.org)  
 
To conduct the survey, a partnership database was created with 4,000 partners and stakeholders. 
Although an overall positive perception of 75% was achieved, three areas for improvement were 
identified: (i) accessibility, (ii) collaboration, and (iii) transparency.  An Action Plan on partnerships 
was developed based on the survey results which includes the following 8 actions:  develop a 2015-
2017 Partnership Strategy, work with GFAR to create a CGIAR Partnership Working Group, produce 
CGIAR Guidelines for CRP Partnership, incorporate the CGIAR External Review of CRP Governance 
and Management, define 2015 CGIAR targets for improved Partnerships, focus on Capacity Building, 
and create an Online Platform for Stakeholder Input and Feedback.  
After this introduction, the Chief Science Officer (CSO) presented the 2012 CRP Annual Reports and 
the 2012 CRP Portfolio Report. 
 
Referring to the context and constraints for the preparation of the CRP annual reports, the CSO 
highlighted the following points:  
 
 First round of CRP proposals were approved prior to the SRF endorsement. 
 SRF did not include metrics for the SLOs; metrics under preparation in 2013. 
 Intermediate development outcomes (IDOs) not available; IDOs under preparation in 2013. 
 Annual reports were prepared on the basis of the outcomes set out by each CRP, using their own 
indicators and measures.  
 A set of indicators to measure progress across CRPs was requested by donors. However, given 
that CRPS were developed in a staggered process, the individual indicators were not 
comparable.  
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The CSO informed the process by which the CRP annual reports and Portfolio Report were 
developed: 
 Templates for the 2012 reporting were agreed with the Donor Reference Group created for this 
purpose in March 2013.  CRPs had therefore a restricted time-frame to meet the mid-April 
submission date. 
 CO organized a Peer Review Process with volunteers from the science leaders’ group which was 
led by the CSO.  The reports, with comments from the Peer Review, were returned to the CRPs 
to be modified before final submission. 
 CSO prepared the Portfolio Report which was shared with the Peer review group and CRP 
Directors.   
 
The CSO pointed out the CRP annual reports are giving strong evidence of the CRP potential to 
capture scientific and development synergies within and across CRPs and leveraging new 
partnerships. By CB Chair’s request, she highlighted examples of synergies across the CRPs. 
 
She added that the portfolio appears well positioned to progress towards the nutrition and health 
SLO, and probably requires some adjustments to better fill some research gaps concerning the 
poverty alleviation, food security and sustainable resources management SLOs  
 
The SPPC Chair commended the progress in developing 16 CRP reports in a short period of time. He 
remarked some aspects of the CRP portfolio report and concluded by recommending to the Board 
the endorsement of the 16 CRP reports and the approval of the Portfolio Report. 
 
The CB Chair thanked the CSO for the encouraging report and congratulated the CSO’s work on 
elaborating the first CRP annual report.   
 
Marion Guillou and Martin Kropff pointed out the relevance of the indicators summarized on the 
table included in Annex 1 of the CRP Portfolio Report. The CSO also concurred with the suggestion 
made by Martin Kropff to use a “template” for large scale monitoring activities. Furthermore, the CO 
will negotiate with the Donors’ Reference Group to make the indicators more meaningful, even in 
the absence of the IDOs (for 2013 reporting) e.g. CRPs outputs in specific regions, distinguishing 
outputs and outcomes from “heritage projects” from outputs and outcomes from the work initiated 
by the CRP.  She also highlighted that the development of IDOs will allow a more robust and 
convincing reporting.  
 
The CEO stated that CRPs are making good progress on the development of IDOs and associated 
indicators, which will over time improve the overall quality of reporting substantially.  He added that 
the CRP on Policies, Institutions and Markets is mapping the CRPs research sites which will be useful 
to identify common sites within the CGIAR Portfolio. 
 
The Board Members conveyed their satisfaction with the CRP reports and the Portfolio report and 
highlighted the following points: 
 
 High importance of strong IDOs in place. 
 Enhancing interaction with Donors to ensure their concerns are fully reflected in 
performance measuring. 
 Key role of development partners for the success of the reform. 
 Selecting sites to decide where are the best places to test research outputs and then deliver 
outcomes. 
 Need to align the programmatic and financial reports into one single report. 
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 The importance to clearly communicate, and document with case studies, the evidence of 
the progress and potential of CRPS in the MTR.  
 
Decision: The CB approved the Portfolio Report and endorsed the submission of the CRP annual 
reports to the FC, along with and as supporting documents for the Portfolio Report. 
10. SRF Action Plan update 
 
The ad hoc CGIAR Funders’ Forum 2011 endorsed the CGIAR Strategy and Results Framework (SRF), 
although it requested the Consortium to develop an Action Plan to address three main issues: a 
process for setting priorities among CRPs, a foresight dimension, and metrics for connecting the 
performance of the CRPs to the SLOs. 
 
The Director of Staff updated the Board about the process and progress on the SRF Action plan. In 
September 2012, the CO assembled two working groups and set up a process to develop a coherent 
set of CRPs IDOs that are fully aligned with system level IDOs and their associated metrics. 
 
The IDOs will be a strong basis for a coherent and efficient portfolio of global programmes to link 
science outputs and development outcomes. These IDOs will constitute the foundation of the 
Result-Based Management (RBM) System that the Consortium is committed to develop. 
 
A participatory process is underway for engaging external stakeholders to share CGIAR vision.  Their 
feedback will be received through two weeks of meetings to be held in Montpellier from 17 to 28 
June 2013. 155 participants (47 donors, 38 partners and CRP teams) will discuss the progress 
achieved and will incorporate comments into the new SRF Management Update to be submitted to 
the CB in September of this year.  
 
Additionally, the Director of Staff pointed out that there is no one single methodology that can be 
used to link IDOs to SLOs but that the System-level Theory of Change and Impact Pathway are 
expected to fill the gap between aspiration and measurable outcomes (IDOs). The Director 
emphasized that partnerships could help in measuring their impact. 
    
Three main risks have been identified by the Director who emphasized that they need to be 
addressed: moving the emphasis from long term to short term gains due to RBM, diverting the effort 
from science to implementation, and neglecting very difficult clients or issues.  
 
The CO developed a set of principles for designing IDOs, Impact Pathways and theory of change.   10 
common CRP IDOs have also been identified and are related to:  (1) Productivity (crop/system/food 
system), 2) Environment, 3) Risk Management, 4) Food Security, 5) Income, 6) Gender, 7) Nutrition & 
Health, 8) Policies – enabling environment/institutions, 9) Capacity to Innovate, and 10) Future 
options.  
 
The Director remarked that as CRP leaders worked together on these IDOs, he perceived a growing 
sense of fellowship and leveraging of synergies aligned with the spirit of the Reform.  
 
Regarding the stakeholder consultation, the Director mentioned Karen Brooks’ remarkable work as 
CRP Director on Policies, Institutions and Markets. She eased the connection with the 
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programme CAADP (Dublin Process) and even 
though the emphasis has been placed on Africa until now, a similar process/initiative could be 
devised for other regions. The CB expressed its satisfaction for the convergence with the Dublin 
process.   
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On the issue of  “foresight dimension”, the Director explained that a working group is under 
development to bring together two main foresight approaches (EU, based on scenario planning, and 
US, based on numerical modeling), as well as to identify the role of CGIAR in the improvement of 
future agricultural research. 
 
The FC representative pointed out that Donors are pleased with this performance-assessing process 
that can demonstrate value for money. 
 
The CB Chair thanked the Director of Staff and confirmed that the CB is very pleased with the 
progress on the development of SRF action plan. The Board expects to receive the SRF Management 
update in time for the following CB meeting in the Philippines (October 2013). 
 
11. CRP Second Call 
 
The CEO informed about interactions with a number of stakeholders from March to May 2013 on 
the issues related to the next round of CRP proposals, referred to as “CRP Second Call”. The 
discussion has been positive, enabling areas of agreement and also allowing for identification of 
differences. This further demonstrated that stakeholders are engaging in this process. The CEO 
referred to the document entitled “Exploring ideas towards guidance for CRP Second Call”. The text, 
dated May 31 and already distributed to the CB, explains this process and details the feedback 
received on this matter.   
 
The CEO further commented on the recent discussion about this topic with Centers at the Joint 
Meeting on the previous day.    
 
The CEO outlined the following areas of agreements: 
 
 CRP Second phase is to be redesigned based on experience gained from first phase. The SRF 
action plan will play a key role in redesigning a second phase, providing a more harmonized 
terminology and clearer outputs. 
 Intention to reduce the size of proposals by including strict page limits and a clearer template  
 Widespread support for a “two stage approach” for the preparation of phase 2 proposals. A 
short initial proposal will be reviewed for guidance and feedback prior to the submission of a full 
proposal.  This process will require careful discussions with FC and ISCP on its correct 
implementation. 
 Considering the ISPC’s independent role, and having agreed with the ISPC and FC that a non-
duplicating system needs to be designed, a one-round external review has been requested.  
 
No agreement was reached between Centers and FC on the dates for synchronizing CRPs, even 
though the concept of synchronization in itself (i.e. preparation of proposals at the same time) 
attained fairly widespread, though not unanimous, support. 
 
CGIAR Centers would prefer clarity and stability and request to sign new contracts as soon as 
possible, i.e. when current contracts end, for the longest possible period (three to five years). This 
would require a call for new proposals to be issued soon (end of   2013), with new contracts in place 
by the end of 2014. The FC, however, prefers to start by learning more from the current round of 
CRP proposals, and to carry out a system-wide MTR of the reform. No new CRP proposals will be 
approved until the MTR has been informed by the FC. This would likely mean rescheduling the date 
for new contracts to the end of 2015. The FC’s decision about the MTR process and the timeline for 
the end of the CRP contracts will require finding a transitional solution for some of them.  
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 The CO will continue developing a guidance document based on the feedback received, i.e. how to 
organize and develop a proposal, as well as evaluation and decision-making for the second round of 
funding for the CRPs.  It is expected that this document will be available in September, to be 
reviewed by the Board and then submitted to the FC10 meeting in Nairobi (November 2013). 
 
The Fund Council representative indicated that he would convey the Consortium’s preference to 
have its own representation in the MTR process. 
 
The Chair thanked the CEO for setting out the challenges for the second phase of the CRPs, noting 
that choices will be made in light of the FC’s decision to adjust the proposed timeline.  In view of the 
MTR process, the Chair indicated that the initiation of the CRPs second phase will probably be 
towards the end of 2014.  The question lies as to whether or not the preparations for the second 
phase can be initiated beforehand.  Major disruptions in the system could happen if preparations are 
not underway before the results of MTR and the FC’s subsequent recommendations. A CRP 
extension funding phase will be proposed by the Consortium for those CRPs whose contracts come 
to an end before that date. 
 
12. Knowledge Management (KM) and Communication – CO Communication Strategy 
 
The Director of KM and Communication introduced the CGIAR CO Communication Strategy noting  
that while this strategy has no authority over the Centers’ communication teams, it has been 
developed and will be implemented in close collaboration with them. This strategy was endorsed by 
the Centers and the CRPs Communication teams, and was also revised by DGs and BOT Chairs whose 
comments have been incorporated into the final draft, released on May 15, and now submitted to 
the CB for approval. 
 
The main component of this strategy is for the CO to build the foundation for a functioning 
Communication Unit over the next three years, working in collaboration with the Communicators 
Community of Practice to reach common goals. 
 
On External Communications, the Director explained that the main goal will be to work 
synergistically with the Centers’ Communication Heads to promote CGIAR science, CRPs and Centers 
and to improve messaging, collaboration, and efficiency. On Internal Communications, the main 
objective is to develop better processes and platforms to improve communication and collaboration 
across the Consortium. 
 
The Director presented the SWOT analysis of the CGIAR Communication which highlighted the 
strengths (support of senior leadership, Communications Head Community of Practice, dynamic pool 
of communicators, cgiar.org); weaknesses (CGIAR name, lack of Consortium-wide talking points on 
key issues, no robust internal cross-collaboration platform, small team); opportunities (CGIAR at 
nexus of development goals, CGIAR presence at key events); and threats (immediate response 
needed in today’s media, “anti-genetically modified organism-GMO” lobby). 
 
External Communications will be focusing on five long term goals: positioning CGIAR as a “name 
brand” in international development, demonstrating CGIAR’s influence and impact on development 
outcomes, broadly promoting CGIAR Centers and CRPs’ research results, ensuring that CGIAR’s 
research is shown to be effective, and ensuring that CGIAR becomes the partner of choice for donors 
and implementers.  
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To achieve these goals, the external strategy encompasses four main areas: outreach/media 
relations (content to be developed), online presence (best way to get the broadest reach, already 
10,000 Twitter followers), publications (such as the CGIAR annual report), and events. 
 
Internal Communications will focus on developing internal communication processes to improve 
clarity, transparency, consultation, and efficiency of CO and Consortium-wide communications. It 
will also ensure that CGIAR Consortium communication efforts and change management initiatives 
are communicated more effectively and that internal collaboration and communication platforms 
are developed and/or improved.  
 
The internal Communication strategy will be divided into internal processes, internal campaigns, 
policies, and guidelines and platforms. 
 
The Director closed his presentation by explaining that seven Working Groups have been created 
during the meeting on Communication held last May in Montpellier. These groups include 
“messaging” (identification of hot topics such as GMO), event planning, and “Donor engagement and 
acknowledgement”. 
 
The CB Chair thanked the Director of Communication and stressed that since the creation of the  CB 
a good communications strategy was considered essential for the success of the reform process. . 
Unfortunately, very little progress has been achieved since then.The CB is pleased to see that a 
strategy to set the foundation has now been presented. However, he still expresses concerns about 
how the external communication strategy will be implemented as it is imperative to raise the 
awareness on CGIAR. He insisted on keeping Communications as CO’s main priority. 
 
The CEO replied that the small and relatively new CO’s Communication team is setting up realistic 
targets and relies a lot on Communities of Practices to achieve its extensive goals, notably delivering 
success stories that will satisfy Donors and make CGIAR visible at key events. This collaboration with 
Centers needs to be balanced to avoid the feeling that the CO is overburdening them. It is also 
acknowledged that while the collaboration with Centers has improved, progress still needs to be 
made on branding to push the CGIAR brand forward. The CEO confirmed that external 
communication is indeed among the CO’s major priorities  
 
Decisions: The CB approved the CO Communication Strategy and its implementation. 
 
13. Review of the Program Implementation Agreements 
 
The Program Implementation Agreements (PIAs) that lead Centers signed with the Consortium 
provide that “the Parties agree to conduct a formal review of this PIA by May 31, 2013 and make any 
necessary amendments” (article 10 of the PIA). 
 
The CO requested the input of the Centers on desired changes to the PIA and summarized them in a 
memo dated on May 31, 2013. The CO now proposes to revise the PIA to formally incorporate a 
Performance Indicator Matrix, or PIM (the agreed outcomes and outputs against which Lead Center 
monitors and reports) as the core contractual obligation, which is the basis of the new Results Based 
Management system. Currently, the FC requests each CRP to submit a PIM but it is not formally part 
of the PIA, and numerous PIMs are not yet based on a consistent set of IDOs. 
 
Decision: The CB authorized the CO to initiate discussions with other CGIAR stakeholders to revise 
the PIA (and associated upstream changes to the Joint Agreement) taking into account the 
feedback of Centers and CO.   
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14. Strategy for decentralization of ICARDA’s research and development 
 
The CEO updated the CB on discussions held with ICARDA on several occasions and on the recent 
meeting of the CB Chair, CEO, ICARDA BOT and DG held in Montpellier.   
 
The CEO remarked the Consortium’s appreciation on how ICARDA has been managing the critical 
situation in response to the crisis in Syria, such as safeguarding genetic material or performing key 
staff relocation, just to name a few concerns.  It was noted that on the assumption that the situation 
in Syria will be resolved, ICARDA could expect to re-establish activities at its Center in Aleppo. 
However, in spite of all their efforts, the contributions from ICARDA in 2012 were understandably 
below the expected level. 
 
At the beginning of the crisis, ICARDA requested the CO to appeal to the FC, on its behalf, for funds 
to replenish ICARDA’s reserves. This occurred at the time of the discussions on the IITA failed 
investment and the CO considered that it was not the appropriate course to follow.  
 
In May 2013, ICARDA Board approved a decentralization strategy to align both its partners’ strengths 
with the locations where ICARDA’s CRPs are to be implemented. The document with the strategy is 
not yet a good substantiation of ICARDA’s request to the FC for extra funding or suitable to be sent 
to the FC as a proposal for investment. A stronger argument for funding would be a strategy, with an 
investment plan, for equipping the new sites that ICARDA identified in the decentralization strategy. 
 
ICARDA is now beginning to elaborate a three-year investment plan, with three separate tranches 
(totaling $11 m). The CO proposes to request fifty % from Fund donors, with the remaining funds to 
be raised by ICARDA from outside donors. This investment plan will then be submitted to the usual 
diligence process/questions associated with investment plans.  
 
In the discussions that followed, Board members highlighted Morocco’s support to ICARDA. The FC 
representative confirmed that the FC expects to receive a comprehensive response from ICARDA 
and concurred that the next FC meeting in November would be an appropriate time to submit 
ICARDA’s investment plan.  
 
Decision: The Strategy for ICARDA’s decentralization will be put forward for the CB to review the 
investment plan at its next meeting in October and, subject to the CB's approval, this plan will be 
then submitted to the FC meeting in November. 
 
15. Next Global Conference on Agricultural Research for Development (GCARD) 
 
The dissatisfaction emerging from some donors and stakeholders after GCARD2 led to a review of 
GCARD. The results of the GCARD review were presented by R. Cooke, the consultant commissioned 
by GFAR, during the Joint-Meeting. While it appears that the initial mandate of GCARD (the 
engagement mechanism that brings stakeholders together) is still valid, improvements are clearly 
needed. A set of seven recommendations emerged from the review, such as the need for reducing 
the size of the event and having a proper joint-venture with the Consortium.  
 
As a result, the CEO agreed to be part of the GFAR (Global Forum on Agricultural Research) Steering 
committee to strengthen CGIAR partnerships and to help in GCARD3. There is a meeting planned 
with the recently-appointed GFAR Chair (Juan Lucas Restrepo) on July 3. 
 
The CB confirms its willingness to engage and support the joint-venture with GFAR, even though 
deep reflection on desired outcomes and how to achieve them is undoubtedly needed. 
19 
 
 
16. Knowledge day at FC10 meeting 
 
This subject was discussed at length in the Joint-Meeting. Shenggen Fan,  F. Rijsberman, T. Simons, J. 
Smith and  J. Wadsworth are the members of the ad-hoc Working Group (WG) created to develop 
the agenda of an interactive “Knowledge Day” to take place before or after the FC meeting (Nov. 6-
7, 2013) in Nairobi. The agenda will be created around the four known SLOs and three cross-cutting 
issues: data management, gender mainstreaming and capacity building. The possibility of inviting 
non-Fund Council donors to join the WG was considered, in order to make this event more visible.  
 
17. Field day at CB13 meeting in IRRI and 2014 CB meeting Calendar 
 
IRRI is presently organizing a field day for the next CB meeting in the Philippines on October 4. The 
CB Secretary requested CB members to inform within the next two weeks, whether they would be 
interested in participating. 
  
The following is the 2014 CB meeting calendar as agreed with members:  
 CB 15 meeting (venue:  Dar es Salaam, Tanzania hosted by IITA to be confirmed by the CB 
Chair): March 19-20, 2014. Joint meeting: March 18, 2014 
 CB 16 (virtual) meeting: June 18, 2014 
 CB17 meeting (CO new headquarters, Montpellier): October 8-9, 2014. Joint Meeting: 
October 7 , 2014 
 CB 18 (virtual) meeting: December 10, 2014 
 
The CB Chair thanked the CB and, in particular, S. Fan and A. Tollervey for their efficient and useful 
participation that contributed to building trust throughout the System. He also thanked the 
Consortium CEO for his good work over the past year.   
 
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 17:00 hrs. (Montpellier time) 
Note: on June 25, the CB Chair released an aide-memoire on Frank Rijsberman’s performance 
assessment carried out on June 15 in a closed session followed by a face-to-face discussion with 
the CEO.  
 
